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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This is the first non-final office action in response to Applicant's submission filed 
on December 12, 2003. Currently, claims 1-57 are pending. 

Drawings 

2. Figures 1-4 should be designated by a legend such as --Prior Art- because only 
that which is old is illustrated. See MPEP § 608.02(g). Corrected drawings in 
compliance with 37 CFR 1.121(d) are required in reply to the Office action to avoid 
abandonment of the application. The replacement sheet(s) should be labeled 
"Replacement Sheet" in the page header (as per 37 CFR 1 .84(c)) so as not to obstruct 
any portion of the drawing figures. If the changes are not accepted by the examiner, the 
applicant will be notified and informed of any required corrective action in the next Office 
action. The objection to the drawings will not be held in abeyance. 

3. The drawings are objected to as failing to comply with 37 CFR 1 .84(p)(4) 
because reference character "23" of figure 2 has been used to designate both test taker 
and test maker. Corrected drawing sheets in compliance with 37 CFR 1.121(d) are 
required in reply to the Office action to avoid abandonment of the application. Any 
amended replacement drawing sheet should include all of the figures appearing on the 
immediate prior version of the sheet, even if only one figure is being amended. Each 
drawing sheet submitted after the filing date of an application must be labeled in the top 
margin as either "Replacement Sheet" or "New Sheet" pursuant to 37 CFR 1.121(d). If 
the changes are not accepted by the examiner, the applicant will be notified and 
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informed of any required corrective action in the next Office action. The objection to the 
drawings will not be held in abeyance. 

4. The drawings are objected to because the alignment of "21" makes it hard to 
understand the notion. Corrected drawing sheets in compliance with 37 CFR 1.121(d) 
are required in reply to the Office action to avoid abandonment of the application. Any 
amended replacement drawing sheet should include all of the figures appearing on the 
immediate prior version of the sheet, even if only one figure is being amended. The 
figure or figure number of an amended drawing should not be labeled as "amended." If 
a drawing figure is to be canceled, the appropriate figure must be removed from the 
replacement sheet, and where necessary, the remaining figures must be renumbered 
and appropriate changes made to the brief description of the several views of the 
drawings for consistency. Additional replacement sheets may be necessary to show the 
renumbering of the remaining figures. Each drawing sheet submitted after the filing date 
of an application must be labeled in the top margin as either "Replacement Sheet" or 
"New Sheet" pursuant to 37 CFR 1.121(d). If the changes are not accepted by the 
examiner, the applicant will be notified and informed of any required corrective action in 
the next Office action. The objection to the drawings will not be held in abeyance. 

5. The lengthy specification has not been checked to the extent necessary to 
determine the presence of all possible minor errors. Applicant's cooperation is 
requested in correcting any errors of which applicant may become aware in the 
specification. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

6. 35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of 
matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the 
conditions and requirements of this title. 

7. Claims 39 - 57 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed invention 
is directed to non-statutory subject matter. These claims are directed to a computer 
program product configured to host instructions configured to enable a processor which 
makes it unclear as to whether or not the program product actually comprises 
instructions and also makes it unclear whether or not the instructions are actually 
executable. For a computer program product to be deemed statutory it must comprise 
executable instructions and be tangibly embodied on a computer readable medium. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

8. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

9. Claim 4 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite 
for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant 
regards as the invention. The claim uses the terms "knowledge goal" and "knowledge 
self assessment" however Applicant has not disclosed the meaning of these terms. For 
purposes of examination the terms will be interpreted to mean educational need and a 
user tailor testing. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 0. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

1 1 . Claims 1,19, 20, 38, 39 and 57 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being 
unpatentable over Sweitzer (US Patent 6,018,617). 

In regards to claims 1, 20, and 39 Sweitzer teaches a computer-based 
method, comprising steps of: 

• receiving a request for said assessment (col. 3, lines 1-5; where the 
requestor is author); 

• presenting a test corresponding to said requested assessment (col. 3, 
lines 1-5; where the requestor is author); and 

• deriving a dynamic question for inclusion from an electronic archive 
for inclusion in said test, (figure 1 and col. 9, lines 44-47, where the memory of 
the system and modification of existing problems implies an archive) said 
dynamic question including a stem question and one of a stem question 
formula, a stem question range, a stem question variable, and a stem 
question constant (figure 3, col.11, lines 13-21 and col. 12, lines 24-38). 
While the Examiner understand the context of the instant invention is directed 

toward the creation and implantation of assessment thorough the use of a computer 
enabled system and Sweitzer context is that of a computer implanted method and 
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system of the paper administration assessment in the analogous arena of mathematic 
test preparation it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to assess the user abilities on the computer presentation rather 
than via paper (col. 2, lines 10-11). 

Further in light of the recent KSR decision KSR International Co. v. Teleflex Inc 
550 U.S. , 82 USPQ2d 1385. The inventive step of assessing via a computer system is 
obvious in that it applies a known technique to known method i.e. the method disclosed 
by Sweitzer. 

Similarly claims 20 and 39, which are direct to a system and product for 
implementing claim 1, are essentially the same as claim 1 and are therefore reject for 
substantially the same reasons given above with regard to claim 1 . 

In regards to claim 19, 38 and 57 Sweitzer teaches 

• said step of receiving a request for said assessment includes 
receiving a request for a group assessment col. 3, lines 1-5; where the 
requestor is author); and 

• said step of presenting a test corresponding to said requested 
assessment includes presenting a group assessment comprising a 
plurality of assessments (col. 3, lines 1-5; where the requestor is author), each 
of said plurality of assessments including one of 

o a unique stem question (fig. 3, #42), 

o a common stem question (fig. 3, #40), 

o a common stem question range (fig. 3, #38), 
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o a common stem question variable (fig. 3, #36), and 
o a common stem question constant (fig. 3 #42, where the 
denominator is the constant in the shown example). 
Sweitzer does not teach a group identifier. 

Official notice is taken that a group identifier was old and well know technique 
used in the art at the time the invention was made for example in the context of 
Sweitzer which matches test to test answer (col. 18, lines 52-55) use of the system i.e. a 
high school teacher might want to give each class period a different test to prevent the 
sharing of answers between classes among the students. As such each class period 
would be the group identifier used to associate the test to the class thus ensuring the 
proper answer key was used in the grading process. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to use the old and well known technique of a group identifier to 
modify the invention of Sweitzer for the purpose of preventing cheating (Sweitzer col. 2, 
lines 4-6). 

12. Claims 2-7, 1 0-1 5, 21-26, 29-34, 40-45 and 48-53 are rejected under 35 

U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Sweitzer (US Patent 6,018,617) as applied to 

claims 1 , 20 and 39 above, and further in view of Miele (US Patent 7,286,793). 

In regards to claims 2, 21 and 40 Sweitzer does not expressly disclose wherein 
said test also includes a static question. 
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Miele implies wherein said test also includes a static question (col. 15, lines 
9-13; where information request would be an example of a static type question) in an 
analogous art to perform analysis on one or more attributes. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to use the teachings of Miele in the invention of Sweitzer to allow 
for the generation of statistical analysis of one or more attributes (Miele col. 4, lines 32- 
36). 

Similarly claims 21 and 40, which are direct to a system and product respectively 
for implementing claim 2, are essentially the same as claim 2 and are therefore reject 
for substantially the same reasons given above with regard to claim 2. 

In regards to claims 3, 22 and 41 while neither Sweitzer nor Miele explicitly 
teaches receiving and storing a user identification and an assessment identifier. 
Both teach matching encoding test to allow for matching to test answers (Sweitzer col. 
18, lines 51-55 and Meile col. 3, lines 56-69). 

However official notice is taken that receiving and storing a user identification 
and an assessment identifier was a common, old and well known manual as well as 
electronic practice in the art at the time the invention was made in order to match test 
responses to the proper test answer key and allow for the return of corrected responses 
to the test takers. For example when one takes the law school admission test (LSAT) 
the test taker must encode the answer sheet with their law school admission council 
(LSAC) account number and the test identification number in order to ensure that the 
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proper answer key is used to score the test and that the results are returned to the 
proper test taker. 

It would have been obvious to use the old well known practice of receiving and 
storing a user identification and an assessment identifier in the invention of 
Sweitzer to prevent testing duplication (Sweitzer col. 2, lines 56-60). 

Similarly claims 22 and 41, which are direct to a system and product respectively 
for implementing claim 3, are essentially the same as claim 3 and are therefore reject 
for substantially the same reasons given above with regard to claim 3. 

In regards to claims 4, 23, and 42 Sweitzer teaches an assessment level (col. 
10, lines 39-45) 

Sweitzer does not expressly teach wherein said assessment identifier 
comprises at least one of: 

• an assessment topic; 

• an assessment sub-topic; 

• a knowledge goal; and 

• a knowledge self-assessment. 

Meile teaches in an analogous art wherein said assessment identifier 
comprises at least one of: 

• an assessment topic (col. 3, lines 50-55); 

• an assessment sub-topic (col. 3, lines 50-55); 

• a knowledge goal (col. 15, lines 40-44; where individual's educational 
needs is the equivalent of a knowledge goal); and 
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• a knowledge self-assessment (col. 15, lines 40-44; where individual 

tailored testing is the equivalent of knowledge self-assessment). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to use the teaching of Meile in the invention of Sweitzer for the 
purpose of increasing efficiency and reduce the cost with which a topic may be taught to 
the individual (Meile col. 15, lines 36-38). 

Similarly claims 23 and 42, which are direct to a system and product respectively 
for implementing claim 4, are essentially the same as claim 4 and are therefore reject 
for substantially the same reasons given above with regard to claim 4. 

In regards to claims 5, 24 and 43 Switzer teaches dynamically creating said 
test from said electronic archive in correspondence with a predetermined test 
creation rule (col. 12, lines 24-30 where variation rules (test creation rule) allow for the 
dynamic creation and predetermined in the step of authoring). 

Switzer dos not teach said predetermined test creation rule configured to 
enable a correlation between a test characteristic and one of said user 
identification and said assessment identifier. 

Meile teaches said predetermined test creation rule configured to enable a 
correlation between a test characteristic and one of said user identification and 
said assessment identifier (col. 15, lines 9-15; where meeting the required input 
parameters is the equivalent of the correlation ) in an analogous art for the purpose of 
encoding and assemble an examination. 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to use the teaching of Meile in the invention of Sweitzer for the 
purpose of increasing efficiency and reduce the cost with which a topic may be taught to 
the individual (Meile col. 15, lines 36-38). 

Similarly claims 24 and 43, which are direct to a system and product respectively 
for implementing claim 5, are essentially the same as claim 5 and are therefore reject 
for substantially the same reasons given above with regard to claim 5. 

In regards to claims 6, 25 and 44 Switzer teaches wherein said test 
characteristic comprises: 

• a number of questions (col. 18, lines 18-21); 

• a test difficulty level (col. 10, lines 40-45); 

• a question sequence (col. 9, lines 56-59 and col. 18, lines 23-24); and 

• a question grouping (col. 9, lines 56-59);. 
Switzer does not explicitly teach a test duration. 

Meile teaches a test duration (col. 14, lines 17-22) in an analogous art for the 
purpose testing as a function of time. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to use the disclosure of Meile to modify the invention of Switzer to 
increasing efficiency and reduce the cost with which a topic may be taught to the 
individual (Meile col. 15, lines 36-38). 
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Similarly claims 25 and 44, which are direct to a system and product respectively 
for implementing claim 6, are essentially the same as claim 6 and are therefore reject 
for substantially the same reasons given above with regard to claim 6. 

In regards to claims 7, 26 and 45 Switzer teaches incorporating said stem 
question and one of said stem formula, said stem question range, said stem 
question variable, and said stem question constant into said test in 
correspondence (figure 3, col. 11, lines 13-21 and col. 12, lines 24-38). Additionally 
Switzer teaches that sequencing student files and questions and answers (col. 18, lines 
52-54). 

Switzer does not expressly teach a predetermined question selection rule, 
said predetermined question selection rule configured to enable a correlation 
between said stem question and said user identification and said assessment 
identifier. 

Miler teaches a predetermined question selection rule, said predetermined 
question selection rule configured to enable a correlation between said stem 
question and said user identification and said assessment identifier (col. 15, lines 
9-15; where meeting the required input parameters is the equivalent of the correlation) 
in an analogous art for the purpose of encoding and assemble an examination. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to use the disclosure of Meile to modify the invention of Sweitzer to 
increasing efficiency and reduce the cost with which a topic may be taught to the 
individual (Meile col. 15, lines 36-38). 
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Similarly claims 26 and 45, which are direct to a system and product respectively 
for implementing claim 7, are essentially the same as claim 7 and are therefore reject 
for substantially the same reasons given above with regard to claim 7. 

In regards to claims 10, 29 and 48 Sweitzer does not expressly teach 

• evaluating an answer to one of said dynamic question and said static 
question to create said assessment; and 

• providing one of said assessment and a recommendation to one of a 
test taker, a test creator, an employee manager, and a vendor, said 
recommendation corresponding to said assessment. 

Miele teaches in an analogous art: 

• evaluating an answer to one of said dynamic question and said static 
question to create said assessment (col. 15, lines 9-15); and 

• providing one of said assessment and a recommendation to one of a 
test taker, a test creator, an employee manager, and a vendor, said 
recommendation corresponding to said assessment (col. 15, lines 23-28). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to use the disclosure of Miele to modify the invention of Sweitzer to 
increasing efficiency and reduce the cost with which a topic may be taught to the 
individual (Miele col. 15, lines 36-38). 

Similarly claims 29 and 48, which are direct to a system and product respectively 
for implementing claim 10, are essentially the same as claim 10 and are therefore reject 
for substantially the same reasons given above with regard to claim 10. 
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In regards to claim 11, 30 and 49 Sweitzer does not expressly teach providing 
said recommendation based on a predetermined recommendation selection rule, 
said predetermined recommendation rule configured to enable a correlation 
between an answer provided in response to said dynamic question to said 
recommendation. 

Miele teaches providing said recommendation based on a predetermined 
recommendation selection rule, said predetermined recommendation rule 
configured to enable a correlation between an answer provided in response to 
said dynamic question to said recommendation (fig. 6, and col. 15, lines 25-36). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to use the disclosure of Miele to modify the invention of Sweitzer to 
increasing efficiency and reduce the cost with which a topic may be taught to the 
individual (Miele col. 15, lines 36-38). 

Similarly claims 30 and 49, which are direct to a system and product respectively 
for implementing claim 1 1 , are essentially the same as claim 1 1 and are therefore reject 
for substantially the same reasons given above with regard to claim 1 1 . 

In regards to claims 12-14, 31-33, and 50-52 which are directed toward the 

• creating said predetermined test creation (question selection, 
recommendation selection) rule; and 

• storing said predetermined test creation question selection, 
recommendation selection) rule in said electronic archive. 
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Sweitzer teaches creating for example variation rules (col. 12, lines 57-60) and 
storing variation rules (col. 12, lines 24-27) however Sweitzer does not expressly teach 
creating said predetermined test creation (question selection, recommendation 
selection) rule or storing said predetermined test creation question selection, 
recommendation selection) rule in said electronic archive; however, these 
differences are only found in the non-functional descriptive material and are not 
functionally involved in the steps recited nor do they alter the recited structural 
elements. The recited method steps would be performed the same regardless of the 
specific data. Further, the structural elements remain the same regardless of the 
specific data. Thus, this descriptive material will not distinguish the claimed invention 
from the prior art in terms of patentability, see In re Gulack, 703 F.2d 1381, 1385, 217 
USPQ 401, 404 (Fed. Cir. 1983); In re Lowry, 32 F.3d 1579, 32 USPQ2d 1031 (Fed. 
Cir. 1994); MPEP S 2106. 

Similarly claims 31-33 and 50-52, which are direct to a system and product 
respectively for implementing claims 12-14, are essentially the same as claims 12-14 
and are therefore reject for substantially the same reasons given above with regard to 
claims 12-14. 

In regards to claims 15, 34 and 53 Sweitzer teaches 

• creating said stem question and one of said stem formula, said stem 
question range, said stem question variable, and said stem question 
constant (figure 3, col.11, lines 13-21 and col. 12, lines 24-38); and 
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• storing said stem question and one of said stem formula, said stem 
question range, said stem question variable, and said stem question 
constant in said electronic archive (figure 1 and col. 9, lines 44-47, where the 
memory of the system and modification of existing problems implies an archive). 
Similarly claims 34 and 35, which are direct to a system and product respectively 
for implementing claim 15, are essentially the same as claim 15 and are therefore reject 
for substantially the same reasons given above with regard to claim 15. 

1 3. Claims 8, 9, 18, 27, 28, 37, 46, 47 and 56 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as 
being unpatentable over Sweitzer (US Patent 6,018,617) and Miele (US Patent 
7,286,793) as applied to claims 7, 26 and 45 above, and further in view of Ho et al 
(5,779,486) 

In regards to claims 8, 27 and 46 neither Sweitzer nor Miele expressly teach 
wherein said predetermined question selection rule is further configured to 
enable a correlation between said user identification and a previous test result. 

Ho teaches wherein said predetermined question selection rule is further 
configured to enable a correlation between said user identification and a previous 
test result (col. 2, lines 23-33) in an analogous art for the purpose of tracking progress 
as a function of time. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to use the teaching of Ho modify the invention of Sweitzer in order 
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to provide feedback in order to more precisely assess and to enhance the users 
understanding in a subject (Ho col. 1 , lines 53-57) 

Similarly claims 27 and 46, which are direct to a system and product respectively 
for implementing claim 8, are essentially the same as claim 8 and are therefore reject 
for substantially the same reasons given above with regard to claim 8. 

In regards to claim 9, 28 and 47 neither Sweitzer nor Miele expressly teaches 
wherein said predetermined question selection rule is further configured to 
enable a correlation between said user identification and another question 
presented during a previous test. 

Ho teaches wherein said predetermined question selection rule is further 
configured to enable a correlation between said user identification and another 
question presented during a previous test (col. 5, lines 4-27) in an analogous art for 
the purpose of tracking progress as a function of time. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to use the teaching of Ho modify the invention of Sweitzer in order 
to provide feedback in order to more precisely assess and to enhance the users 
understanding in a subject (Ho col. 1 , lines 53-57) 

Similarly claims 28 and 47, which are direct to a system and product respectively 
for implementing claim 9, are essentially the same as claim 9 and are therefore reject 
for substantially the same reasons given above with regard to claim 9. 
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• creating said stem question and one of said stem formula, said stem 
question range, said stem question variable, and said stem question 
constant; and 

• storing said stem question and one of said stem formula, said stem 
question range, said stem question variable, and said stem question 
constant in said electronic archive. 

In regards to claims 18, 37 and 56 neither Sweitzer nor Miele expressly teaches 
storing said answer to one of said dynamic question and said static question in 
the electronic archive 

Ho teaches storing said answer to one of said dynamic question and said 
static question in the electronic archive (col. 4, lines 21-28) in analogous art for the 
purpose generating user progress reports. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to use the teaching of Ho modify the invention of Sweitzer in order 
to provide feedback in order to more precisely assess and to enhance the users 
understanding in a subject (Ho col. 1 , lines 53-57) 

Similarly claims 37 and 56, which are direct to a system and product respectively 
for implementing claim 18, are essentially the same as claim 18 and are therefore reject 
for substantially the same reasons given above with regard to claim 18. 

14. Claims 16, 17, 35, 36, 54 and 55 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Sweitzer (US Patent 6,018,617) and Miele (US Patent 7,286,793) as 
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applied to claims 11, 30 and 49 above, and further in view of Lippman (US Patent 
6,544, 042 B2) 

In regards to claims 16, 35 and 54 Sweitzer does not expressly teach providing 
a recommendation to purchase a product. 

Miele teaches providing a recommendation (col. 15, lines 25-28); however 
Miele does not expressly teach that the recommendation is a purchase a product. 

Lippman teaches providing a recommendation to purchase a product (col. 7, 
lines 33-36 and 62-65) in an analogous art for the purpose of providing recommended 
products directly to the user. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to use the disclosure of Lippman to modify the disclosure of Miele 
use in the invention of Sweitzer to act immediately on the recommendation for the 
appropriate study aids based on the analyzes of the user's score (Lippman col. 1, lines 
40-45). 

Similarly claims 35 and 54, which are direct to a system and product respectively 
for implementing claim 16, are essentially the same as claim 16 and are therefore reject 
for substantially the same reasons given above with regard to claim 16. 

In regards to claims 17, 36 and 55 neither Sweitzer nor Miele teaches receiving 
and storing payment information 

Lippman teaches receiving and storing payment information (col. 6, line 8-14, 
where a subscription implies the storing of payment information) 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to use the disclosure of Lippman to modify the disclosure of Miele 
use in the invention of Sweitzer to act immediately on the recommendation for the 
appropriate study aids based on the analyzes of the user's score (Lippman col. 1, lines 
40-45). 

Similarly claims 36 and 55, which are direct to a system and product respectively 
for implementing claim 17, are essentially the same as claim 17 and are therefore reject 
for substantially the same reasons given above with regard to claim 17. 

Conclusion 

1 5. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

• L'Allier (US Patent 6,039,575) teaches and interactive learning system which 
creates subsequent test and study materials based on a pretest 

• .Wallace (US Patent 6,688,889 B2) teaches the science behind creating 
supplemental study material and aids 

• Kershaw (US Patent 5,827,070) teaches a computer based testing method 

• Nichols (US Patent 7,1 94,444 B1 ) teaches goal oriented learning 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to FOLASHADE ANDERSON whose telephone number is 
(571)270-3331. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Thursday 
8:00 am to 5:00 pm EST. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Tariq R. Hafiz can be reached on (571) 272-6729. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/Folashade Anderson/ 
Examiner, Art Unit 3623 



/C. Michelle Tarae/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 3623 



